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Introduction conversion of finding aids and typed catalog cards to
Retrospective machine-readable cataloging in local and national databases often requires outside funding and additional staffing. Many repositories, from small one-person shops to large research institutions, benefit from cooperative grant projects. Funding agencies look more favorably on applications that offer access to nationally important collections, with a thematically organized focus, and that combine the resources of several institutions. Proper and adequate planning before writing the grant proposal can avoid most problems with staffing, workflow, cataloging, and quality control. This article examines three manuscripts cataloging grant projects in Virginia repositories to discover the problems encountered, explicate lessons learned, and make recommendations for managing future retrospective cataloging projects.
The
American Archivist collection to provide a relevant on-line record, or the decision-making process for what level of staff is necessary to handle the conversion. We are all aware of the changes in finding aids as they have evolved over decades. Older finding aids suffer from the repository-specific focus, judgmental comments on the usefulness of an item or collection for research purposes, assumptions that a reference archivist would interpret the contents, and the "dead white men" orientation that ignored the records of women or minorities buried within larger collections. David Stoker editorialized that "providing network access to catalogue records of hitherto under-used materials will inevitably have the desirable effect of encouraging their use by individuals who had no idea they existed."7 Do we, as archivists entering our catalog records into national databases, provide researchers with the outdated finding aid information simply to make them aware of our collections or do we redescribe the collections to provide meaningful records? Can we afford the time and staff to examine selected collections and reprocess them if necessary before cataloging?
Should we accept the personal, family, and corporate names as written in a finding aid or do the authority control work to maintain consistency in searching the database? James Maccaferri states that authority control "seeks to assure that the name . . . and subject headings used on bibliographic records are unique, uniform, and correctly formulated . . . and involves editing headings on existing bibliographic and authority records to achieve consistency. "8 Archivists accustomed to transcribing the names as used in the collection often rebel against authority control. Avrà Michelson argued that archivists "cannot ignore the greater costs associated with excessive searching or failed retrieval" despite the high costs of implementing authority control.9 But the consistency for researchers who can locate all collections dealing with one person without having to guess the variant spellings or nicknames far outweighs traditional practice within the institution. Archivists must learn to think beyond the needs of their own institution when embarking on a retrospective conversion project. Vargas and Padway commented that "before automation, if users were to discover the archival collections, they had to presume that such material existed even though it was not in the OPAC and make the effort to inquire at the general reference desk, where the staff may or may not have known something about the archives."10 This also assumed that a researcher knew which institution to write to or visit.
How has subject access been addressed in finding aids, if at all? Avrà Michelson concluded in her 1986 study of archival indexing practices that archivists inconsistently chose and constructed subject headings.11 How does the choice of subject headings affect useful retrieval in a stand-alone archival OPAC and in a national database? As Jackie Dooley has noted, "increasingly, archival descriptions are found in the same databases as books, periodicals, visual materials, museum objects, and other media."12 Will we provide general or specific subject access? Dooley stresses that "if high recall is paramount, archivists should focus on providing broad subject access to all collections. If precision is also required, they must learn to assign specific subject descriptors in a consistent manner."13
Do we take what is typed on a catalog card, assume it is an accurate description of the collection, and reproduce it in an on-line database? How should we handle accretions -as separate catalog entries or should we combine them into one record? When catalog cards contain subject headings, do we check the latest version of Library of Congress Subject Headings and Cataloging Services Bulletin to verify that the headings haven't been updated, superceded, or cancelled? All of the above questions should be, but are not always, addressed before undertaking a grant project.
Ruth A. Inman suggests that "two types of skills are needed by catalogers for retrospective conversion and cataloging in general. The 'composing skill' used in the course of cataloging is much different from the editorial skill needed for proofreading."14 This same difference can apply to archivists who create a narrative finding aid in a prescribed format but lack the technical skills to translate the contents into MARC coding. The project manager needs to ask if the processing archivists can learn and correctly apply cataloging principles, if book catalogers can adapt their knowledge and skills to encoding collections rather than single items, or if student assistants can be taught to fill in a preprinted workform from finding aids and catalog cards. Jane McGurn Kathman and Michael D. Kathman suggest that performance measures for student assistants "assist managers in planning and monitoring activities . . ., enable the students to know what is expected of them and decrease the need for constant supervision while improving the quality and quantity of their work."15 How the students -or volunteers, in some cases -fit into the grant project should be part of the preplanning research. 
Staffing
Whether to use existing staff or hire a project cataloger often depends upon the organization's structure, regulations governing the hiring of contracted employees, the salary and benefits (or lack thereof) to be offered, the expertise and availability of internal staff, the external pool of qualified applicants, and what the grant will allow.
Can the existing staff absorb an increased workload? Is there enough staff to meet the quota set by the grant? What other work can be postponed during the grant period? Does the staff need additional training to work on the project? Between the time of submitting a grant proposal and notification of the award, internal, unpredictable staff changes can seriously affect the best-laid plans of grant writers and administrators. It is imperative to consider carefully who is going to actually do the day-to-day production work and have contingency plans in case that person is promoted, reassigned, or quits. By the time NEH notified the Research Libraries Group about the successful funding for the personal papers project at the Library of Virginia, the project manager had assumed supervisory duties that precluded devoting 100 percent of her time to processing, cataloging, and working on the grant.22
The Virginia state government allowed agencies to hire part-time workers for a maximum of 1,500 hours per year and paid no benefits (health insurance, sick or vacation leave) , but charged a percentage against the grant to pay social security and federal taxes. Archivists were not included on the state-approved list of positions for which temporary employees could be recruited. These restrictions limited the level at which an employee could be hired and paid. Those hired would have to be willing to work twenty-eight hours per week for fifty-two weeks or forty hours a week for thirty-seven-and-a-half weeks a year. To supplement the permanent staff, the archives hired the part-time cataloger who was completing the cataloging on the Government Records Project grant. Hiring an experienced cataloger required only minimal orientation when switching from the government records to personal papers workform. The University of Virginia and the Virginia Historical Society, however, could hire a professional archivist at a competitive salary plus all benefits, because they were not bound by state government hiring regulations. One of the drawbacks of hiring a project archivist is not having that person's input into the initial planning process. What the administration conceives as a realistic plan on paper does not always work once the project archivist assesses the goals and compares the production expectations with the catalogability of the finding aids. The University of Virginia retrospective conversion of 10,873 literary and historical manuscript and archival collections expected one full-time cataloger, two paraprofessional staff, and four student assistants to create three to four thousand MARC AMC records each year from catalog cards created over a forty-year period. It became apparent that this was unrealistic. Conversely, the Virginia Historical Society underestimated the number of collections that could be cataloged during the grant project because they hired an experienced project cataloger/southern historian who needed no orientation or training before becoming productive.
Catalogers
In some repositories, one staff member catalogs all materials from books to manuscripts; in others, the technical services department maintains cataloging as its sole responsibility but excludes manuscripts and archives; in still others, the duties are split along material format lines.23 The integration of the archives within the parent institution often determines its relationship with the cataloging department. During the grant project, the library and the archives at the Library of Virginia occupied the same building but in opposite wings with separate staffs, stacks, reading rooms, and access to collections. The historic separation between the two divisions led to the archives joining the Research Libraries Group to catalog its archival and manuscript collections in RLIN, while the library side provided access nationally via OCLC. For its OPAC the library used the Virginia Tech Library System (VTLS). The archives also decided to use VTLS, but to create a separate catalog for the archival and manuscript collections to be able to customize the public display screens and to provide keyword searching, a feature that the library did not offer.
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The American Archivist
To move from a paper-based finding aid environment to an on-line system, the Library of Virginia archives division hired a cataloging librarian to become the processing section's automation archivist. The original plan to have all the processing archivists funnel their finding aids through the automation archivist who would transfer the information to MARC AMC workforms and enter them in VTLS worked for current accessions but would create a bottleneck during a grant project.
When the archives joined the Research Libraries Group, three processing archivists who were formerly librarians attended week-long training on how to catalog in MARC AMC for RLIN. The four remaining archivists -three of whom came to the profession with history degrees only -preferred to remain outside the automation thrust.
At the University of Virginia, however, because the Special Collections Department organizationally reported to the assistant director for technical services, the manuscripts cataloger and the cataloging department staff communicated much more openly. Not until the grant project promised to add over ten thousand new records to the database did the cataloging department take an active interest in the manuscript contributions to the shared on-line catalog. The manuscripts division within Special Collections separates the processing from the cataloging. The processing archivists do not catalog, but forward their finding aids to one professional manuscripts cataloger to create MARC AMC records and enter them in the OPAC. Combined with new accessions and the backlog, this presented much more work than one cataloger could handle. While the Library of Virginia book catalogers knew nothing of the cataloging grant projects the archives pursued, the University of Virginia catalogers contributed their time and resources to the manuscripts cataloging grant project.
The Virginia Historical Society had a fully developed technical services department for books and serials and a separate processing section for manuscripts. The society's library professionals -both catalogers and manuscript processors -prepared detailed catalog cards for their collections. In the early 1990s the catalogers began adding their book records to OCLC, and the processors soon followed with manuscript collections. But because the library did not have its own OPAC until 1998, they continued to have OCLC generate card sets. The other seven small repositories forming the History Library Network with the Virginia Historical Societyjoined OCLC to provide access to their holdings, but none had a local OPAC and only one had an OCLC terminal. When designing a retrospective manuscripts cataloging grant project, it is important to consider the source for the cataloging record. The older a repository, the more likely that the finding aids were written following outdated formats and styles and may generally lack the components needed to create a modern MARC record. Evaluating the collections to be cataloged not only for their topical, temporal, or geographical relevance to the project, but also for their compliance with current standards of description will give a realistic idea of the magnitude of the preparatory work needed in the pre-grant phase. From minor to major amounts of reprocessing may be necessary before collections can be cataloged. Given the increased workload archivists face as repositories lose staff positions to budget cuts or attrition, or as the number of collections accessioned increases, each repository must choose between creating minimal level cataloging records in the hopes of someday enhancing them or creating full-level records the first time. Archivists no longer have the luxury of spending days conducting research for a single collection's record. The decision to create minimallevel records ensures that this is all that will ever be done. Striking a balance between the two extremes by selecting which collections will receive full treatment and which will receive minimal treatment is crucial to wise allocation of time and resources. In the last ten years, granting agencies such as the NEH and the U.S. Department of Education diverted funds away from initial processing and reprocessing. With the requirement to contribute the catalog records to national databases such as OCLC or RLIN, repositories must conform to national standards. For example, a catalog record needs to contain at least one Library of Congress subject heading. Bringing old finding aids up to current standards is a labor-intensive, time-consuming task.
In writing the grant application, the University of Virginia's library administration relied on the advice of an outside consultant who estimated that the retrospective conversion of the entire collection could be accomplished in three years working solely from the catalog cards without doing authority work, consulting the finding aids, control folders, or collections. The OPAC would simply replicate the card catalog with its outdated subject headings, minimal description, and inconsistencies and nonstandard forms of personal and corporate names. No attempt was made to evaluate the collections for the degree of difficulty in cataloging based on the completeness of the catalog card, the currency of the finding aid, the complexity of the collection, or lack of adequate description. After The American Archivist submitting the proposal, the library administration instead wanted full-level, accurate records ready to tapeload to OCLC and RLIN, and that took a lot more time per record than the proposed workplan allowed.
Work Flow
Because the Library of Virginia processing archivists lacked an in-depth understanding of MARC AMC and cataloging rules, the automation archivist reviewed the printouts both for typographical and coding errors. This created a bottleneck and would have posed a potential workflow problem had the quota of records been larger. The archives acquired, processed, and cataloged new accessions throughout the two-year grant period; but the grant work received priority handling because of the quarterly quota and reimbursement for salaries.
Even though the Library of Virginia renegotiated the number of records to be created from 1,500 down to 525, proportional to the decreased funding, it still could not meet this goal with one part-time cataloger. Therefore, it enlisted other full-time archivists to assist with the cataloging. The project manager assigned each archivist five years of the Annual Report of Accessions to identify recent personal papers collections to catalog. The part-time cataloger and project manager cataloged the collections specifically named in the grant application. The project manager already had devised a printed, encoded RLIN workform for personal papers collections to fill in and give to the data entry person. For the grant a revision of the workform provided prompts and hints for catalogers accustomed to dealing with maps, and state and local government records (see Appendix). To relieve the catalogers from repetitious writing, certain key fields that appeared in every record, the structure within each field, and the field order to maintain consistency across records were preprinted on the form. The same form was adapted from RLIN-specific coding to NOTIS for the University of Virginia and then to OCLC for the Virginia Historical Society. Even though the workform contained preprinted fields and their definitions, not every archivist wrote the information in the correct field. The project manager reviewed the workforms created by the archivists to ensure their completeness, the use of appropriate subject headings, and adequate and relevant description.
Prior to the arrival of the project cataloger at the University of Virginia, the department head hired the two library assistants, and the project supervisor (who was the permanent manuscripts cataloger) hired and trained the student assistants. The project supervisor had the students start photocopying the shelf list cards beginning with the earliest accessions. This created a problem: the oldest cards contained the least information and necessitated consulting the control folders, finding aids, and often the collections themselves. The added research slowed down the cataloging process. The project staff had to flip the process and catalog the recent accessions that had the most accurate and most complete description, then work backward to come anywhere close to creating three thousand records the first year. By examining the shelf list cards and control folders, the project staff realized that they could not breeze through this retrospective conversion project the way the consultant had suggested. The project cataloger trained the library assistants in manuscripts cataloging and set monthly goals for each employee, goals which all found impossible to meet.25
The majority of shelf list cards needed extensive revision and fuller description before they could be entered into the OPAC. Some needed separate descriptions of unrelated items grouped together that were purchased from one dealer, while others needed to be combined with later accretions. The intricacies of separating and combining left the catalogers with a skewed count of collections described. As the project staff moved further back in accessions, work proceeded more slowly as they unraveled and rewove descriptions. Necessary, but not realistically foreseen, was some amount of reprocessing even if it were only a matter of redescribing from the original documents what the shelf list card failed to record. Extensive reprocessing was set aside for the processing unit to complete separately from the grant project.
Collections previously reported to NUCMC were separated from later accretions not reported; the accretions were then cumulated and described together to create a separate record while maintaining the integrity of the original NUCMC record. The project staff searched RLIN to obtain the printouts of University of Virginia records described by NUCMC and entered into that national database. Midway through the project they found out that the RLIN NUCMC tapes were being downloaded into OCLC and had to adjust their procedures to prevent tapeloading the same record from the OPAC to OCLC. Because of the relatively low number of records being created for the personal papers project at the Library of Virginia, the library used one data entry person whose work the automation archivist proofread and corrected in daily batches. The data entry person made the corrections to the saved RLIN record, passed it into the production mode, and batch downloaded them to the local OPAC.27
At the University of Virginia the library assistants and project cataloger proofread and corrected the students' work before two other student assistants entered the data from the workforms into the OPAC. The staff set up macros on the OPAC terminals to speed up data entry and to eliminate the need to proofread every field. The project cataloger edited the final printouts every night at home and corrected them on-line the next day to save an extra proofreading step instead of returning them to the student assistants to correct. One of the library assistants specialized in MARC MAP and both assistants combined accretions with existing OPAC records as well as created MARC AMC workforms for the more complex collections which were beyond the students' abilities.
Early in the project, the staff realized that the consultant's recommendation not to do authority work did not fit into the library's need to have a clean catalog. The project cataloger and library assistants searched the name authority file in OCLC and downloaded authority records not already in the OPAC. Adding this step increased the uniformity of names in the catalog but also added to the workload of the catalogers. Philosophically, they knew that to do a quick-and-dirty job of data entry with the assumption that someone in the near-to-distant future would go back and clean it up was unrealistic. So they opted for fewer but more accurate records in the database.
Although the student assistants were remarkably prolific in creating workforms, their inexperience produced a substantial amount of work to proofread and correct before data entry. Their work always required extensive revision. It 27 The archives hired temporary data entry people through Kelly Services. During the Government Records Project they went through a succession of people totally unfamiliar with cataloging until finding an intelligent, sharp young man who quickly recognized coding errors or omissions and corrected them.
was more efficient to sort the shelf list photocopies by degree of difficulty and topic (literary or historical) and assign batches to each student assistant based on his or her interest and ability. By the end of the project, the staff had created 2,079 workforms but entered only 1,384 in the OPAC.28 For the History Library Network, the project cataloger created the MARC records with OCLC's Cataloging Micro Enhancer (CATME) software on separate diskettes for each repository, printed the records, and mailed batches of them to the contacts at each repository to proofread and edit. When they either returned the proofed copy or phoned in their corrections, the project cataloger made the changes in CATME then batch-loaded the records to OCLC, keeping separate statistics for each repository and reporting the monthly progress to the whole group.
Public Access
Designing how the records will display on-line may be an adjunct benefit with a grant project, especially when the institution is in the early stages of automation. At the same time that the Library of Virginia embarked on the Government Records Project grant and became a member of the Research Libraries Group, it also negotiated with VTLS to customize its OPAC to accept archival records. Because the library division at the Library of Virginia already used VTLS as its book catalog, the archives division decided to use it as well. Rather than integrate the archival records, the administration opted to set up a parallel catalog with customized field displays such as "creator" rather than "author" and to offer keyword searchability that the library's database did not yet have. Until at least three thousand archival records filled the database and the archives and VTLS resolved all the display problems, the catalog was not available to researchers.
The administration felt that researchers would be frustrated by the meagerness of the database and would be set up for disappointment when their expectations of finding collection records were not met. During this period the project manager also faced the task of educating the reference archivists in how to use the archives OPAC and sought their help to refine it for better reference use. RLIN was only available on one computer in the processing section, and the data entry person received priority access. The project manager planned and executed training and orientation sessions with the reference archivists, most of whom were unaccustomed to, or at least uncomfortable with, using the OPAC and printed a guide sheet to help them with their searches. The opportunity to 
Conclusions
The experience of these grant projects leads to several conclusions about administration, staffing, and record quality.
Administration:
• The staff must have input into the plan for the project in order for a work plan to meet or exceed its goals. For example, the Library of Virginia staff had control over development of its work plan and consequently the library created more records than were required.34 • When writing a grant proposal for manuscript retrospective conversion projects, it is important to consult with a manuscripts cataloger who is familiar with your collections if you plan to hire a project cataloger.
• Target specific collections rather than attempt to catalog the entire archives if the holdings are large and the finding aids were created more than ten year ago. 
